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PLANNING APPLICATION 19/04601/FUL 

RESPONSE BY MURRAYFIELD COMMUNITY COUNCIL TO REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION 

 

By letter dated 14 October 2019, comments were requested from Murrayfield Community 

Council (MCC) as Consultee on the above-referenced planning application, which relates to 

CONVERSION OF FORMER NURSING HOME, GATE LODGE AND STABLE BLOCK TO 

RESIDENTIAL USE (INCLUDING DEMOLITION OF NON-ORIGINAL EXTENSIONS); ERECTION OF 

2X RESIDENTIAL PAVILIONS COMPRISING 23 RESIDENTIAL UNITS; ASSOCIATED 

LANDSCAPING AND ANCILLARY WORKS AT 30 CORSTORPHINE ROAD, EDINBURGH, EH12 

6HP.  MCC thanks the Case Officer for kindly granting extension of time for this response 

until 6 November to permit discussion at MCC’s meeting on 5 November. 

MCC was strongly opposed to the applicant’s previous proposal for the Tor site 

(19/05071/FUL) for reasons of record, and welcomed both the decision of DMSC to refuse 

that application and the Reporter’s dismissal of the applicant’s subsequent appeal (PPA-230-

2268).  The Reporter’s ruling in upholding DMSC’s decision to reject the earlier proposal 

effectively sets a benchmark for the present and any future application for the Tor site, 

particularly as applied to protecting the setting of a listed building. 

The development now proposed under 19/04601/FUL does not fully rectify all the defects to 

which MCC objected previously, but the applicant’s considerable efforts to overcome or 

mitigate these defects are recognised, as are the applicant’s pre-application discussions and 

consultation with MCC and with residents of neighbouring properties.  The proposals for 

conversion of Tor House (including demolition of non-original extensions), the stable block 

and gate lodge are excellent, and the high quality of design and build of the new blocks 

(“pavilions”) is not in question.  MCC views the proposal as now submitted to be, on 

balance, of benefit to the Murrayfield community as a whole, and therefore gives 

QUALIFIED SUPPORT to the proposal subject to the two conditions stated below. 

Condition 1: No increase in height of the north or south blocks is permitted, and every 

effort is made to further reduce height of both blocks. 

The north block as previously proposed was found by both DMSC and the Reporter to be 

non-compliant with LDP policy Env 3 in causing significant harm to the setting of a listed 

building (Tor House).  Far from being subservient to Tor House and its stable block, between 

which it intruded, it dominated the listed building by its height and massing.  In this regard, 

the Reporter paid particular attention to its overtopping of the ridge line of Tor House.  In 

assessing non-compliance with LDP policy Des 5 (effect on amenity of neighbouring 

properties) the Reporter also found the excessive height of the north block would result in a 

noticeable loss of daylight to some residents of the adjacent Westerlea development, as 

predicted for example by the “25 degree” test. 

As now proposed, the north block is reduced in height, and now appears to pass the “25 

degree” test, if only by a small margin.  It still exceeds the height of the Tor House ridge line 

and therefore remains inconsistent with LDP policy Env 3.  However, the applicant has 
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addressed this in part through the non-masonry construction and recessing of the top floor, 

which to some extent soften the visual impact.  The more fragmented, less monolithic, 

design of the block further lessens disharmony with Tor House. 

Turning now to the south block, MCC remains concerned that the relatively close approach 

of such a massive structure to Corstorphine Road is not in keeping with the essential 

character of this sub-area of the West Murrayfield Conservation Area (WMCA), in which 

substantial buildings are set in the north portion of their curtilages, well removed from the 

road.  It will now be higher than the north block, contrary to the misleading description in 

the Planning Statement, paragraph 6.9, of the blocks “stepping down from north to south”.  

Though its height is slightly lowered by comparison with the earlier proposal, it is still higher 

than the ridge line of Tor House.  When viewed from the entrance to the site on 

Corstorphine Road, the south block will loom even larger due to perspective, thereby losing 

any subservience to the listed building.  However, MCC notes once again that the non-

masonry construction and recessing of the top floor, and the more fragmented, less 

monolithic design, will soften the visual impact.  Additionally, the south block continues the 

building line of properties to the east and screens an unresolved gable, offering some 

justification for its closer approach to the road. 

Thus, while the height, massing, scale and placement of the proposed north and south 

blocks can be considered inappropriate to the setting of Tor House and its curtilage 

buildings, on balance MCC is prepared to countenance the proposals.  However, it is a very 

delicate balance, and MCC’s support is conditional on no upward adjustment being 

permitted in height of either block.  Insistence by the Planning Officer on further height 

reduction, targeting the top of the penthouse level of both blocks to be no higher than the 

Tor House ridge line, would achieve the Reporter’s benchmark and lead to enhanced MCC 

and local community support. 

Condition 2: The applicant’s tree planting schedule is insisted upon and subject to 

inspection on completion of the development. 

MCC profoundly regrets that some of the most important heritage trees on the site are set 

to be removed to make way for the proposed south block.  In particular, the 21m tall 

Liriodendron (tulip tree) and the nearby cedar of Lebanon are significant contributors to the 

landscape.  Their loss, together with their associated wildlife, will be to the long-term 

detriment of the site and the wider conservation area, unless mitigated by appropriate 

replacement planting as required by LDP policy Env 6 and/or Env 12.  The weeping ash 

which will also be lost has unfortunately succumbed to Chalara ash dieback and is no longer 

an issue as its removal would be sound arboricultural practice. 

On the positive side, two Category A trees that were to be destroyed under the previous 

proposal will now be saved: a 24m Corsican pine (not Category B as incorrectly given in the 

Planning Statement, paragraph 6.45) and a 19m sycamore.  This results from reconfiguration 

and reduction of parking areas as MCC has consistently demanded.  Overall 19 trees will be 

removed instead of 33 per the previous proposal. 
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MCC is especially heartened by the substantial increase (78 as opposed to 52) in new 

plantings proposed, including specimens large enough to make significant landscape 

contribution in the near to medium term.  It is noted that the mix of species proposed will 

include native and non-native species, thereby preserving the essential character of the 

conservation area.  (MCC urges the Planning Officer to set aside any real or perceived 

prejudice against non-native trees in assessing the applicant’s planting proposals for this 

site.)  A group of trees including a tulip tree and a cedar of Lebanon is proposed in a very 

prominent position near the entrance to the site.  The existing tulip tree has been described 

as Tor’s “signature tree”; it would be a welcome nod to the heritage of the site for the new 

tulip tree to be so designated. 

On balance, therefore, MCC believes the loss of important mature trees, though regrettable, 

is adequately compensated by the proposed new plantings.  It is a condition of MCC’s 

support that the planting schedule as set forth in the application be insisted upon and 

enforced through inspection on completion of the development. 

MCC further recommends that on completion the entire site be covered by a Tree 

Protection Order (TPO) – following the precedent of the Wallace Gardens development to 

the west – to provide added defence against potential future mismanagement.  Experience 

shows that the protection afforded by Trees in Conservation Area (TCO) status alone is 

inadequate in West Murrayfield. 

 

James C Forbes 

For Murrayfield Community Council 


